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CHAPTER 3

Common “Domestic Violence Crimes”

3.13 Other Crimes Commonly Associated with Domestic 
Violence

A. Offenses Against Persons

10. Malicious Use of Mail or Telecommunications Services

• Effective November 1, 2002, 2002 PA 577 amended MCL
750.540e to provide that it is a misdemeanor punishable by six
months in jail and/or a $1,000 fine to use “any service provided by
a telecommunications service provider with intent to terrorize,
frighten, intimidate, threaten, harass, molest, or annoy another
person, or to disturb the peace and quite of another person.”
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CHAPTER 5

Evidence in Criminal Domestic Violence Cases

5.8 Expert Testimony on Battering and Its Effects

B. Michigan Cases Addressing Evidence of Battering and Its 
Effects

Insert the text below following the discussion of People v Wilson, 194 Mich
App 599 (1992) on p 164:

F  People v Kurr, ___ Mich App___ (2002) (defendant seeks to prove
that she committed murder in defense of her unborn children):

The defendant was convicted of voluntary manslaughter for the
stabbing death of her boyfriend.  The defendant claimed that her
boyfriend had punched her twice in the stomach, and that she then
warned him not to hit her because she was carrying his babies.
When her boyfriend came at her again, she stabbed him in the
chest, killing him. At trial, the defendant asserted the “defense of
others” defense and requested the jury instruction CJI2d 7.21,
which provides in part, “a person has the right to use force or even
take a life to defend someone else under certain circumstances.”
The trial court denied that request, indicating the testimony
showed the fetuses were only at 16 or 17 weeks of gestation and
would not be viable. Accordingly, the court found the “defense of
others” jury instruction was not appropriate because the fetuses
had to be living human beings existing independent of the
defendant. Id. at ___. The Court of Appeals reversed the trial court
and provided that the “defense of others” instruction does apply to
the defense of a fetus from an assault against the mother,
regardless of whether the fetus is viable. Id. at ___. The Court of
Appeals concluded that the Legislature had determined that
fetuses and embryos were worthy of protection, as evidenced by
the Fetal Protection Act, MCL 750.90a et seq. The Court of
Appeals indicated: 

“Because the act reflects a public policy to protect even an
embryo from unlawful assaultive or negligent conduct, we
conclude that the defense of others concept does extend to
the protection of a nonviable fetus from an assault against
the mother. We emphasize, however, that the defense is
available solely in the context of an assault against the
mother.” Id. at ___. [Emphasis in original.]

The Court of Appeals remanded the case for a new trial, indicating
the failure of the trial court to instruct the jury on the “defense of
others” theory deprived the defendant of her due process right to
present a defense.  Id. at ___.
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CHAPTER 5

Evidence in Criminal Domestic Violence Cases

5.11 Rape Shield Provisions

B. Illustrative Cases

1. Nature of Admissible Evidence

Insert the following case summary as the last bullet in Section 5.11(B)(1),
after the summary of the Mikula case:

F Lewis v Wilkinson, ___ F3d ___ (CA 6, 2002):

In this federal habeas corpus case, a jury in the Ohio Court of
Common Pleas convicted the defendant of rape after he sexually
penetrated the victim in her dorm room at the University of Akron.
The defendant and victim were friends who met during their first
year of college. The defense at trial was consent. At issue on
appeal was the trial judge’s refusal to admit into evidence specific
portions of the victim’s diary under Ohio’s rape shield statute,
which is substantially similar to Michigan’s rape shield statute
under MCL 750.520j. The diary entry at issue during the trial and
on appeal was as follows (the excluded statement is italicized):

“I can’t believe the trial’s only a week away. I feel guilty
(sort of) for trying to get Nate [the defendant] locked up,
but his lack of respect for women is terrible. I remember
how disrespectful he always was to all of us girls in the
courtyard . . . he thinks females are a bunch of sex objects!
And he’s such a player! He was trying to get with Holly
and me, and all the while he had a girlfriend. I think I
pounced on Nate because he was the last straw. That, and
because I’ve always seemed to need some drama in my
life. Otherwise I get bored. That definitely needs to
change. I’m sick of men taking advantage of me . . . and
I’m sick of myself for giving in to them. I’m not a nympho
like all those guys think. I’m just not strong enough to say
no to them. I’m tired of being a whore. This is where it
ends. Id. at ___. [Emphasis added.]

The defendant claimed that the trial judge’s failure to admit the
italicized statements amounted to a denial of his Sixth Amendment
right to confront the witness. The Ohio Court of Appeals affirmed
defendant’s conviction. The Ohio Supreme Court denied leave to
appeal, dismissing the appeal as not involving any substantive
constitutional question, even though the Supreme Court was
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presented with defendant’s Sixth Amendment issue. The United
States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio denied
defendant’s petition for habeas corpus. The U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Sixth Circuit reversed the District Court’s denial of habeas
relief, remanding with directions to issue a conditional writ of
habeas corpus. The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals held that the
trial court violated defendant’s Sixth Amendment right to confront
witnesses when it refused to admit the foregoing italicized
statements, finding that the judge could have reduced the
prejudicial effect of such evidence by limiting the scope of cross-
examination as to the victim’s prior sexual activity and reputation:

“[Defendant] was denied his Sixth Amendment right to
confrontation when the trial court excluded several
statements from the alleged victim’s diary. The statements
at issue, especially when read with the diary entry in its
entirety, can reasonably be said to form a particularized
attack on the witness’s credibility directed toward
revealing possible ulterior motives, as well as implying her
consent. This court recognizes the difficulty a trial judge
faces in making an evidentiary decision with the urgency
that surrounds the wrapping up of pretrial loose ends prior
to the start of jury selection. The trial court took the state’s
interests in protecting rape victims into account in
excluding the statement, but did not adequately consider
the defendant’s constitutional right to confrontation. The
jury should have been given the opportunity to hear the
excluded diary statements and some cross examination
[sic], from which they could have inferred, if they chose,
that the alleged victim consented to have sex with the
[defendant] and/or that the alleged victim pursued charges
against the [defendant] as a way of getting back at other
men who previously took advantage of her. The trial court
can reduce the prejudicial effect of such evidence by
limiting the scope of cross-examination as to the victim’s
prior sexual activity and her reputation.” Id. at ___.
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CHAPTER 8

Enforcing Personal Protection Orders

8.5 Initiating Criminal Contempt Proceedings by Warrantless 
Arrest 

B. Making a Warrantless Arrest Where the Notice Requirements 
Are Fulfilled

Effective October 1, 2002, 2001 PA 203 amended MCL 28.243 to require law
enforcement to fingerprint those arrested for criminal contempt of court for
alleged violations of a PPO.
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CHAPTER 8

Enforcing Personal Protection Orders

8.9 Sentencing for Contempt

E. Court Clerk Reporting

Effective October 1, 2002, 2001 PA 204 amended MCL 769.16a to require the
clerk of the court to report the disposition of criminal contempt charges for
violation of a PPO to the Michigan State Police. Additionally, 2001 PA 203
amended MCL 28.242 to require the Michigan State Police to collect and file
the conviction with criminal history information.
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CHAPTER 9

Statutory Firearms Restrictions in Domestic Violence 
Cases

9.6 Restriction Upon Conviction of a Misdemeanor

A. Federal Restriction for Domestic Violence Misdemeanors

Insert the following directly after the discussion of United States v Wegrzyn,
106 F Supp 2d 959 (WD Mich, 2000) on the top of p 346:

Since this benchbook’s publication date, the decision in Wegrzyn was
appealed to the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit. In United
States v Wegrzyn, 305 F3d 593 (CA 6, 2002), the Court of Appeals affirmed
the district court’s decision, indicating the decision was “far from ‘absurd’
because, besides being mandated by applicable law, it also gives effect to the
Congressional intent to allow states to have input in the definition of the
parameters of the crime, and gives effect to the expressed intent of the
Michigan legislature.” Id. at 600. 
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CHAPTER 11

Support

11.4 Federal Information-Sharing Requirements

On October 8, 2002, the Michigan Supreme Court permanently adopted
Administrative Order 2002-03, which implements 42 USC 654(26).
Administrative Order 2002-07. Administrative Order 2002-03 provides:

“The friends of the court shall adhere to the following rules in
managing their files and records:

“(1) When the Family Violence Indicator is set in the
statewide automated child support enforcement system for
an individual in an action, that individual’s address shall be
considered confidential under MCR 3.218(A)(3)(f).

“(2) Friend of the court offices shall cause a Family
Violence Indicator to be set in the statewide automated
child support enforcement system on all the files and
records in an action involving an individual when:

(a) a personal protection order has been entered
protecting that individual,

(b) the friend of the court becomes aware of an
order of any Michigan court that provides for
confidentiality of the individual’s address, or
denies access to the individual’s address,

(c) an individual files a sworn statement with the
office setting forth specific incidents or threats of
domestic violence or child abuse, or 

(d) the friend of the court becomes aware that a
determination has been made in another state that a
disclosure risk comparable to any of the above risk
indicators exists for the individual.

“(3) When the Family Violence Indicator has been set for
an individual in any action, the Family Violence Indicator
shall be set in all other actions within the statewide
automated child support enforcement system concerning
that same individual.

“(4) When the Family Violence Indicator has been set for
a custodial parent in any action, the Family Violence
Indicator shall also be set for all minors for which the
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individual is a custodial parent. When the Family Violence
Indicator has been set for any minor in an action, the
Family Violence Indicator shall also be set for the minor’s
custodian.

“(5) The friend of the court office shall cause the Family
Violence Indicator to be removed:

(a) by order of the circuit court,

(b) at the request of the protected party, when the
protected party files a sworn statement with the
office that the threats of violence or child abuse no
longer exist, unless a protective order or other order
of any Michigan court is in effect providing for
confidentiality of an individual’s address, or

(c) at the request of a state that had previously
determined that a disclosure risk comparable to the
risks in paragraph two existed for the individual.

“(6) When the Family Violence Indicator has been
removed for an individual in any action, the Family
Violence Indicator that was set automatically for other
persons and cases associated with that individual shall also
be removed.”


